On 18 April 1990, the case of Iowa v Siemer 1 was decided by the Supreme Court of Iowa in the United States. This case raises many of the issues which this paper seeks to address. Siemer and his de facto spouse were charged with the kidnapping 2 of the wife's seven year old son Tracey. In the State of Iowa, the crime of kidnapping, as it applied in the instant case, involved three elements: first, confinement of the victim; second, that such confinement be without authority and consent and, third, that it be with the intent to inflict serious injury or secretly to confine. The charge arose out of events which had occurred between December 1987 and April 1988, when the child was rescued by police and child welfare workers. In the words of Neuman J.:
Siemer had Tracey's sister handcuff Tracey to his bed in the basement of his mother's home every day after school and release him every morning to attend school. Tracey spent the weekends handcuffed to his bed. Siemer also beat Tracey, cut him with a knife, and poured scalding hot water over him, causing him permanent injuries. At no time did Tracey's mother intervene on his behalf. Tracey's sister was sworn to secrecy on pain of her own punishment to keep Siemer's secret. Eventually one of the sister's playmates saw Tracey in the basement and told her parents who alerted the authorities.
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The major argument advanced by the defendant was that the legislature had included an exception based on the ground of authority which, in effect, granted an immunity to parents (or a person acting on a parent's authority or in loco parentis) in respect of the crime of kidnapping. The Iowa Supreme Court rejected that contention and Neuman J. stated that the court was:
...persuaded that parents may not hide behind the guise of authority to escape punishment that is prescribed for all others by the kidnapping statute... While a parent has the authority to confine or remove a child under reasonable circumstances, we can conceive of no circumstance under which a parent could lawfully exercise such authority while harbouring the intent to sexually abuse or subject the child to serious injury. 4 The remarks of Neuman J. would seem to be totally unexceptionable, but it is the fact that they had to be made at all which causes disquiet. Indeed, Siemer is not the only case which dealt with that specific issue decided by courts in the United States in 1990. On 30 January, the Supreme Court of Arizona decided Arizona v Viramontes, 5 where the facts were every bit , as shocking as those in Siemer. In Viramontes, the defendant had initiated sexual relations with his thirteen year old stepdaughter in 1981 and, in consequence, she gave birth to a child in April 1983. To avoid his wife's discovery of the baby and the exposure of his relationship with his stepdaughter, the defendant placed the newly born child in a cardboard box, drove to a McDonald's restaurant and abandoned the child in a parking lot. He then anonymously contacted the police regarding the location of the child. The Arizona Supreme Court held that the defendant had properly been convicted of kidnapping. In reaching that conclusion, Corcoran J. stated that: Parents have authority to reasonably and appropriately discipline their children. However, parents do not have legal authority to subject their children to felonious acts. Although legal authority has not been defined by the legislature, under no imaginable circumstances could the legislature have intended that the defendant's intent in taking the child to abandon it be legally authorized. The defendant's abandonment of a newborn child in a busy parking lot, protected only by a cardboard box, is not sanctioned by Arizona law. This, indeed, is as it should be, but it should be borne in mind that the Court of Appeals had held that the kidnapping charge could not stand as the defendant was the lawful custodian of the child. That decision was clearly incorrect as the Arizona kidnapping statute referred to an intent to: "Inflict death, physical injury or a sexual offence on the victim or to otherwise aid in the commission of a felony." 7 Child abuse, of which an abandonment of the kind which occurred in Viramontes would clearly be included, is a felony under Arizona law. 8 One other difficulty which the courts in both Siemer and Viramontes faced was an earlier decision of the Arizona Supreme Court in State v Lawrence, 9 on which the Court of Appeals had relied. In Lawrence, the court had rejected a reasonableness standard as a limit on parental authority on the grounds that: ".. .the determination of what is or is not a reasonable restraint would be left to jury determination in each case without any standard by which to be guided."
10 Factually, Lawrence, where it was held that the mother had acted with lawful authority in locking her four year old daughter in a storage locker every night, was clearly distinguishable from the later cases, as it appeared that the storage locker in question was the mother and daughter's place of residence and, hence, the mother was providing shelter for the child. That was not the case in Viramontes.
The collectively disquieting matter which arises out of the Siemer and Viramontes cases is that a claim based on legitimate parental authority was made in an attempt to justify actions on the part of a parent (or a person in loco parentis) against a child which are objectively unreasonable or unjustifiable. It is hard not to take the view that the defendants in both cases did not regard the children for whom they had tangible responsibility as human at all. Indeed, it is not without significance that there have been two articles in recent journals which have from different standpoints (jurisprudential 11 and socio-historical
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) taken up the theme of children as property.
Of course children should be protected from physical abuse and abandonment; but that statement is only a part of a continuum and identifying that continuum is itself far from easy. Thus, for instance, Loney, writing of the general situation in the United Kingdom, states that the focus on child abuse is very one sided:
Ibid at 1173. 7.
A.R.S. para. 13-1304(a)(a). 8.
A.R.S. para. 13-3623(A It encourages the mobilization of public concern and the launching of major inquires when children are killed by parents or other members of the household, but it excludes from public scrutiny those children who die of poor diet, damp housing, in the nether world of bed and breakfast and the tenement. It excludes from the debate strong evidence that there is a massive difference in infant mortality rates between rich and poor and disregards the higher incidence of disease amongst poor children, their lower educational attainment and their greater risk of incarceration and so forth. Although the examples which have been selected are from the United States and the United Kingdom, it would be struthious indeed were we to pretend that instances and comments of the kind noted are not readily applicable to Australia. Thus, for example, the Child Support (Assessment) Act 1989 (Cth) 14 is quite clearly drawn from a United States template 15 In establishing a continuum, perceptions of childhood are likewise important. Hence, from one point of view, the social construction theorist Hoyles writes that the argument of that school of thought is:
...both that childhood changes historically, which could be seen merely as a passive event, and that it is changed by people's actions. In other words it is a political issue and one which, though it seems strange to need to mention it, involves children's actions as well as those of adults.
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In like vein, Stainton Rogers comments: That we no longer hang children, burn them as witches or brand them as vagrants is not the victory of a few social reformers, it is the victory of a whole society which has overcome the constructions that made such actions possible. 17 Thus, the same kind of process could see the fact situations represened by Siemer and Viramontes consigned to the same historical dustbin as the practices to which he refers.
But, inevitably, the process is not as simple as is that: in some areas, particular attitudes either die hard or are continually resuscitated. One such is the methods used for disciplining children and the English legal commentator Freeman notes that:
Disciplining procedures are...divergent, ranging from physical chastisement to emotional sanctions engendering guilt and shame and the use of reasoning and negotiation. In all cases communities differ in what is considered 'reasonable' and how far is 'too much'.
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Freeman's immediate concern is that, given the preponderance of white, middle-class people in both the legal and caring professions, there are dangers of their values and standards being imposed on parents from other social or ethnic groups. But, as Freeman himself, in the same passage, points out there are different directions and values in parenting, as some parents may emphasise reasoning qualities and initiative, whilst others emphasise conventional discipline. All of that notwithstanding, in another of his writings on the topic, Freeman has remarked that much abuse of children is the result of corporal punishment gone wrong as either the consequence of deliberate action causing more harm than was intended or the product of loss of self-control. 19 Freeman continues by urging that government should take a lead by abolishing corporal punishment in schools, community homes and other institutions for which it has responsibility. In fact, in the State of New South Wales the process represented by the writings of commentors such as Freeman and others 20 has been, to a degree, revoked by administrative directive in the shape of the so-called Fair Discipline Code. 21 Again, much depends on the initial standpoint of the commentator: a useful starting point is provided by a discussion by two United States writers on law, Coons and Mnookin. ) and, by implication, those who seek protection of children through increased government intervention. This school of thought is designated as the 4 'child savers", the arguments and inspirations of which are flawed in that they lack reality and practicality. The other broad school is referred to as "child liberators" 26 and includes the well known educator and writer Holt. 27 These writers urge that children, generally, ought to have the right to do what any adult may legally do and they seek to equate the position of children with that of women and underprivileged minorities. The answer to this, say Coons and Mnookin, is that the argument conflicts with biological and economic reality.
Coons and Mnookin, it will have been noted, base their criticisms of the perceived lack of reality and practicality of the schools of thought which they seek to refute. But as Siemer and Viramontes have helped to show, there are often realities to be confronted. In those casesassisted, admittedly, by statute -the courts have gone behind traditional notions of parental authority (and, implicitly, right). But it is also clear that more specific policy determination is needed and three noted American writers Goldstein, Freud and Solnit have attempted such a formulation. At the outset, it should be said that these writers are frankly sceptical of the value and utility of much state intervention and base their criteria for state intervention on the standards of: 4 standpoint of the child as a member of the family, they have attempted always, in their ipsissima verba "...to restrict coercive intervention to actual and threatened harm as to which there is a consensus and about which there is a reasonable expectation that intrusion will be more beneficial than injurious." That broad statement, of necessity, raises general issues which have already been touched upon but will be addressed with more particularity later.
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On the specific matters which Goldstein, Freud and Solnit regard as justifying government intervention (and it should be said that their formulation is by far the most detailed thus far attempted) they posit seven such grounds. These are as follows: first, a request by a separating parent for the court to determine custody should be a ground for intervention. 31 Second, the request by other or both parents for the court to terminate their rights should be regarded as grounds. Third, a request by a child's long term caretakers to become the child's parents or a refusal by long term caretakers to relinquish the child to parents or to a state agency should be considered as grounds for intervention.
33 Fourth, the death or disappearance of both parents, the only parent or the custodial parent, when coupled with their failure to make provision for the child's custody or care, should be deemed grounds. 34 Fifth, the state should intervene where parents have been convicted, or acquitted by reason of insanity, of a sexual offence against their child.
35 Sixth, serious bodily injury inflicted by parents upon their child, an attempt to inflict such injury or the repeated failure of parents to prevent such injury ought to provide grounds. 36 Finally, Goldstein, Freud and Solnit consider that the refusal by parents to authorise medical care should be grounds when medical experts agree that the relevant treatment is both non-experimental and appropriate for the child and that the denial of the treatment would result in death and, further, that the anticipated result of the treatment represents a chance for normal healthy growth or life worth living. However, one matter which does clearly emerge is the need to find an effective balance between competing aims and objectives: in Loney's words:
...whilst society has a clear duty to protect children from physical or sexual abuse, it has an equally clear duty to ensure that no child is separated from his or her parents without good reason and that great care is taken to ensure that parents are not wrongly separated from their children. It certainly requires no great feat of imagination to understand the anguish that arises when parents are not only wrongfully accused of abuse but subsequently have their children removed from them. Yet, sensible though Loney's view appears to be at first glance, it effectively begs the question; the more so as he has referred to an organisation entitled Parents Against Injustice (PAIN) as having played an important part in focusing concern on the issue of separating children from parents where the standard of proof was inadequate. This is not a good example, as one parent who was active in the group and had appeared on its platforms was subsequently found to have sexually abused his six year old mentally retarded son and his children were consequently made wards of court. That was not the only instance of the development of parents' rights rhetoric arising from the Cleveland case. Much has been achieved by the courts in relation to clarifying realistically the appropriate relationship of parent and (particularly, older) child -notably in the landmark decision of the House of Lords in Gillick v West Norfolk and Wisbech Area Health Authority. 45 Much of that good work could well, as the present writer has elsewhere pointed out, 46 be undone if procedures are not seen to be adequate and to be followed. 47 From the High Court of Australia's decisions, it appears that these problems were appreciated, even though their ultimate solution cannot be said to be beyond criticism. The High Court decisions, it must be said, were concerned with proceedings under the Family Law Act and hence all issues, whether related to child sexual abuse or not, were subservient to s. 60D of that Act which requires that the welfare of the child be regarded as the paramount consideration. Hence, the test which was ultimately to be enunciated in In the Marriage of M would not directly be applicable to criminal or care and protection proceedings. 48 In M, after a detailed analysis of prior formulations, 49 the High Court 50 concluded that: In devising these tests the courts have endeavoured, in their efforts to protect the child's paramount interests, to achieve a balance between the risk of detriment to the child from sexual abuse and the possibility of benefit to the child from parental access. To achieve a proper balance, the test is best expressed by saying that a court will not 
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It is submitted that this test cannot properly be supported on the basal level that it is far from clear as to whom the risk is to be acceptable. As I have elsewhere written:
... it might be that any risk of child sexual abuse occurring could legitimately be described as unacceptable, given the high level of community abhorrence. On the other hand, it could well be argued that there might be some generally acceptable level of risk a view which would be unlikely to find favour with other groups.
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There are, inevitably, other ways in which courts can seek to deal with the issue. In the recent decision of Hardinge L.J.S.C. of the British Columbia Supreme Court in Migliore (Zeisek) v Migliore 54 the children of the marriage, who were aged eight and ten years, had remained with their mother following her separation from the children's father. The mother had deliberately interfered with the father's access by moving house several times without warning and without informing the father of her new address. The father was granted custody three years later by consent. However, the children were subsequently returned to the mother in consequence of her allegations of child abuse. Although investigations of prior allegations did not substantiate such complaints, a social worker and a psychologist interviewed the children and concluded that the children had been abused despite the absence of any physical evidence. The judge found that the mother was not a wholly credible witness 55 and, conversely, there were aspects of the conduct of the interview which were not wholly satisfactory. 56 Nonetheless, Hardinge L.J.S.C. concluded that: In the absence of compelling reasons, it would be very dangerous for me to reject, as unreliable, the evidence of [the social worker] and such a highly qualified and respected a psychologist.. .It is always possible to speculate that the opinions of experts such as those might not have been the same if their interviews had been conducted somewhat differently or if they had more information available to them. However, when the safety and well being of young children is at stake it is not so much a question of whether the court is absolutely sure there has been no abuse as it is, so far as is possible, their safety.
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Although effectively handing over disposition to experts might be an easy way out, it is unlikely to find much favour in Australian law where, in a leading case, Street C.J. in the New South Wales Court of Appeal, stated that: "...our system of jurisprudence does not, generally speaking, remit the determination of disputes to experts," 8 and where the Family Court of Australia seems to be becoming ever closer to traditional adversarial procedures and attitudes. 56. First, ibid at 137, the quality of the audio reproduction of the video recording of the interview was very poor, although the judge had been furnished with a transcript which, it had been agreed, was substantially accurate. Second, ibid at 138, the social worker's admitted lack of experience in the area resulted in his failure properly to put the children at ease and Hardinge L.J.S.C. expressed the view that he would have preferred him to have taken a more indirect approach. Third, the judge, ibid at 138, doubted whether, had the psychologist had the advantage of seeing the additional background information, he would have reached the same conclusion. 57. Ibid at 138. Another manner of curial intervention is by changing applicable standards: in all texts on the law of tort it is stated, 60 in various forms, that a parent has a right or a privilege (probably the latter is more accurate) 61 to inflict reasonable chastisement. In the recent Scots case of Peebles v McPhail, 62 the High Court of Justiciary 63 upheld a conviction against a mother for assault on her child with Emslie L.J-G commenting that: "It is perhaps sufficient to notice that to slap a child of two years old on the face knocking him over, is an act as remote from reasonable chastisement as one could imagine.'
,64 It is quite clear from Peebles v McPhail and another recent Scots decision, B. v Harris, 65 that it was the nature of the assault, rather than any state of mind of the offender, which constituted the assault. 66 Peebles v McPhail perhaps represents a rather surprising development from a jurisdiction where corporal punishment seemed to be endemic.
However graphic, and however occasionally surprising, such developments might be they are not, and cannot be, systematic. But, from the jurisdiction which spawned Cleveland, to say nothing of the Maria Colwell, 68 Karen Spencer, 69 Alia Aziz, 70 Jasmine Beckford 71 and Kimberley Carlile 72 affairs, (all of which were well publicised cases involving instances of fatal, or near fatal, child abuse), a systematic attempt has been made. The Children Act 1989 (U.K.) -described in the House of Lords debates by the Lord Chancellor, Lord Mackay, as "The most comprehensive and far reaching reform of child law which has come before Parliament in living memory", 73 -brings together both the public and private 74 law relating to children. Although a detailed analysis of this Act is beyond the scope of this paper, attention will be drawn to aspects 76 of the Act which are most relevant to its major thrust. First of all, s. 1 of the Children Act lays down principles for courts which deal with the welfare of children: thus, it is provided that the child's welfare shall be the court's paramount consideration. 77 In addition, the Act novelly 78 warns courts that delay in determining questions of upbringing 79 or administration of property is likely to prejudice the welfare of the child. A major innovation is contained in s. 2 of the Act which throughout refers to parental responsibility. This, it is suggested, is an inherently worthwhile development in that the emphasis is shifted, as it ought to be, away from notions of parental right to responsibility. Unfortunately, in s. 3(1), parental responsibility is described as meaning, "...all the rights, duties, powers, responsibilities and authorities which by law a parent of a child has in relation to a child and his property." Unfortunately, again, those various aspects are nowhere spelt out in the Act, so that recourse has to be made to the existing and untidy state of the common law. 80 It appeared that the Law Commission had dismissed as impracticable any detailed enumeration of parental rights and duties. 81 Nevertheless, the fact that the legislation refers to responsibility throughout is, it is suggested, a significant step forward in recognising what appropriate parenthood ought to entail.
In addition, the Act ceases to use the traditionally emotive terms custody and access and replaces them with a residence order which is defined as being, "...an order setting the arrangements to be made as to the person with whom a child is to live..." 82 and a contact order which "...means an order requiring the person with whom the child lives, or is to live, to allow the child to visit or stay with the person named in the order, or for that person and the child otherwise to have contact with each other..."
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Although it could be argued, as indeed it was in the House of Lords debates, 84 that these provisions amount to no more than "...cosmetic renaming...", it is suggested that the manner in which the contact order provision is couched strongly reinforces the notion of responsibility to be found earlier in the Act. 85 On the specific issue of protection, the same section 86 refers to a prohibited steps order and to a specific issue order. The former refers to an order "...that no step which could be taken by a parent in meeting his parental responsibility for a child, and which is of a kind specified in the order, shall be taken by any person without the consent of the court..."
This order, derived from wardship jurisdiction, specifically relates to actions within the power of a parent, rather than the child. Hence, it could include matters involving education or religious practice. 87 The latter means, "...an order giving directions for the purpose of determining a specific question which has arisen, or may arise, in connection with any aspect of parental responsibility for a child..." The effect of this order is profoundly interventionist: its effect is not to give one person the right to take decisions, but to enable the court to give directions. The court may either take a particular decision itself, or direct that the decision be made by some other party or agency. Local authorities 88 may apply for such an order requiring, for example, that a parent obtain medical treatment for a child.
Part IV of the Children Act deals specifically with the protection of children. This part makes reference to child assessment orders* 9 and emergency protection orders.** The former, which was the subject of substantial controversy during parliamentary debate, is of considerable importance for the purposes of the present discussion. Under the Act, a local authority 92 or the National Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children 93 or similarly authorised body may apply for a child assessment order which the court may only grant if, first, the applicant has reasonable cause to believe that the child is suffering, or is likely to suffer, significant harm. 94 Second, that an assessment is required to so determine and, third, that it is unlikely that there would be an assessment without a court order. Fourth, the grounds for an emergency protection order are not satisfied or it would not be appropriate to make that kind of order. The purpose of these orders is quite clear: the more rigorous requirements for an emergency protection order 98 might result in such an order not being granted where there was fear for a child's safety, but no hard evidence and the existence of the child assessment order means that a child may be protected in circumstances which are serious but do not amount to an emergency. It should, though, be borne in mind that the parents retain parental responsibility and the applicant will only be able to take such steps as are permitted by the court without parental consent. Those seeking the order must explain to the court the types of assessment which are required and how they should be carried out.
Emergency protection orders replace the previous *'place of safety order" 100 which caused so much of the trauma during the Cleveland affair, 101 although it does appear that it is easier to fulfil the grounds available under the Children Act than those under previous legislation. There are, essentially, three grounds for the making of the orders: first, if the court is satisfied that there is reasonable cause to believe that the child will suffer significant harm if not 1 AO removed to accommodation provided by or on behalf of the applicant, who may be "any person". 103 Second, if there is reasonable cause to believe that the child is likely to suffer significant harm if he does not remain in the place in which he is then being accommodated. Third, in the case of an application by a local authority or the National Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children or similarly authorised body, 105 an order may be made if they have reasonable cause to suspect that a child is suffering, or likely to suffer significant harm, or they are making inquiries 106 and those inquiries are being unreasonably frustrated by access to the child being unreasonably refused and the applicant has reasonable cause to believe that such access is required as a matter of urgency.
1 Two other matters must be mentioned: first, local authorities are placed under a duty to make inquiries to enable them to decide whether to take any action to safeguard or promote the child's welfare in the cases of children who are the subject of emergency protection orders 108 or are in police protection 109 or the authority has, "...reasonable cause to suspect that a child who lives, or is found in their area is suffering, or is likely to suffer significant harm.
,,no This, likewise, represents an entirely desirable development, emphasising as it does duty and responsibility. Along analagous lines is recent legislation in Queensland 111 which, simlarly, casts a duty on police to investigate and act on reasonable suspicion of domestic violence. Second, throughout the legislation the phrase "significant harm" is used. "Harm" is defined as: "...ill-treatment or the impairment of health and development...". 112 In turn, all of these terms are defined: thus, "health" refers to "...physical and mental health..."; "development" to, "...physical, intellectual, emotional social and behavioural development..."; and "ill treatment" includes, "...sexual abuse and forms of abuse which are not physical...". Finally, it is further provided that where: "...the question of whether harm suffered by a child is significant... on the child's health or development, his health or development shall be compared with that which could reasonably be expected of a similar child."
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Once more, these broad descriptions are wholly to be welcomed as they take into account forms of abuse which are more than physical and take the broad consequences into account. 114 Emotional damage and failure to thrive are just as relevant as more obvious physical injury.
In the Canadian case of Migliore, to which reference has already been made, 115 one of the many causes 116 of disharmony related to the wife's perception of the husband's religious belief. It appeared that a major part of his academic studies was concerned with the Sicilian Evil Eye and Hardinge L.J.S.C. stated that his interest, "...was such that the mother came to the conclusion he turned from his belief in orthodox Christianity to a belief in the Evil Eye. The father denies that his interest in the subject ever went beyond academic interest in a particular example of folklore." 117 Supposing, however, that the mother's conclusion had been in fact correct, would that, without more, make any difference to the custody disposition?
The point is that courts in making custody dispositions are being faced wih significantly different subject matters than was once the case. Further, many issues are inextricably intertwined so that, for example, matters relating to daily discipline of children may also interact with educational and religious attitudes. Thus, for example, Susanna Wesley, mother of John Wesley the founder of modern Methodism, wrote in 1872:
Break their will betimes; begin this great work before they can run alone, before they can speak plain, or perhaps speak at all... conquer their stubbornness; break the will, if you will not damn a child... make him do as he is bid, if you whip him ten times running to effect it... Break his will now and his soul will live, and he will probably bless you to all eternity. 118 Similarly, vicious physical punishment and associated privations are associated with, especially, education outside the state sector 119 and is justified on the basis, not of spiritual salvation, but as a developer of character. 120 Yet, in this broad context, as Charlesworth, Turner and Foreman, in their recent book, have pointed out, the law is part of any interprofessional operation. 121 In law, motive is very largely irrelevant 1 and, hence, an apparently good motive such as spiritual salvation or building of character ought not to provide exculpation from the consequences of brutal conduct. To put the matter another way, the law, and intervention by its agencies, must begin with the consequences of actions, not with frequently specious justifications.
Likewise, as various attempts so to do seem to have shown, enforcement of rights may be difficult, but enforcement of duties and responsibilities may be less so, particularly where there is an obvious breach. Calam and Franchi have set out various essential rights for children which can easily be changed into the forms of duties or responsibilities, which is the way in which legislators are at last moving. 124 Hence, it is urged that parents have a duty, which should be implemented by legal sanction, to ensure that their children are fed, clean, and are safe and secure. 125 It will be apparent from the structure and orientation of the Children Act 1989 (U.K.) that the implementation of such duties and responsibilities were in the minds of reformers and legislators. 126 The legal affirmation that parenthood is a matter of responsibility and duty rather than right is long overdue and it is more than a little sad that it has been a series of disastrous instances 127 which resulted in that development. In modern Australian law, any development whether at Federal, State or international level which can help bring that about is to be commended.
There can be no doubt that social, philosophical and legal attitudes are changing towards family structures. Watson's comment, 128 never wholly correct, that family life is one of those areas of human activity where the basic norm is "Law Keeps Out" is being modified in many areas almost daily. If this modification is properly to be achieved for the benefit of all parties, it must not be based on anything other than the realities of family life 129 and one must continually bear in mind the comment of Engels that, "...the more civilization advances, the more it is compelled to cover the ills it necessarily creates with the cloak of love, to embellish them, or deny their existence...". 130 These realities, when taken together with the definitions in the Children Act , tell us when, and from what, children must be protected. Children must be protected when they are at risk of harm and they must be protected from such harm and from their families.
